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key provider of comprehensive primary care. It
delivers medical care to approximately 7,000
patients out of a total population of 28,000. It
also has the only pharmacy available in
Uvalde County. Some patients travel as far as
60 miles to get to this health center for treat-
ment. The Uvalde County Clinic is also vitally
important in that it trains medical students,
physician assistants, and residents from our
medical schools in the State.

For the hardworking people of Laredo, TX,
the Gateway Community Health Center, of
which Mike Trevino is the executive director, is
a source of health care for the indigent popu-
lation in the area. It serves approximately
12,000 patients, 83 percent of whom are unin-
sured. This center, with its focus on patient-
centered care, reaches out with special pro-
grams for diabetes, hypertension and other
chronic diseases, while promoting wellness
and prevention.

My friend, Ventura Gonzales, operates the
Vida y Salud Health Systems, Inc. in Crystal
City. This is an area where unemployment is
high and health needs are growing. This cen-
ter serves nearly 12,000 patients, providing
service to approximately 70 percent of the un-
insured in that area. Remarkably, in an area
where there is no other provider, this center
has achieved a 93.3 percent immunization
rate for children. It is a major employer in the
area, and next to the school board, represents
the second largest industry in my congres-
sional district.

Today, in improving this reauthorization, we
are helping the communities of my district and
communities across this Nation protect public
health and expand access to health care. It is
also important to emphasize that health cen-
ters are built by community initiative. A limited
Federal grant program provides seed money
to empower communities themselves to find
partners and resources to develop centers, to
hire doctors and needed health professionals,
and to build their own points of entry into the
Nation’s health care delivery system.

For these reasons I support America’s
health centers. It is a cost-effective way to do
a job that needs doing. This is why I have
consistently fought very hard in the appropria-
tions process to provide funding for these
health centers.

America’s health centers meet today’s rigid
fiscal demands for cost effectiveness, effi-
ciency, and accountability. They do a tremen-
dous job reaching out to energize communities
and their people to meet critical health needs
and promote greater personal responsibility for
good health. They work because they are
partnerships—partnerships of people, Govern-
ment, businesses and communities working
together to improve health.

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of S.
1044.
f
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Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the

right to object, I do not intend to object, but I
would like to express my reservations about
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, today as we end the 104th
Congress we will vote on a resolution to move
the statute of Susan B. Anthony, Lucretia
Mott, and Elizabeth Cady Stanton from the
Capitol Crypt to the Capitol Rotunda.

The struggle over this statute of the leaders
of our suffrage movement has a long and tu-
multuous history. More than 75 years ago,
Alice Paul and the National Woman’s Party
commissioned sculptor Adlaide Johnson to
create a statute to commemorate the passage
of the 19th amendment and to celebrate those
remarkable women whose lives were devoted
to gaining for women the right to vote and the
opportunity to participate fully in American life.

On February 15, 1921, Susan B. Anthony’s
101st birthday, the statute was welcomed into
the Rotunda—6 months after American
women won the right to vote. Yet 2 days later,
it was moved into storage in the Capitol Crypt.
That same year, Congress ordered workers to
scrape off the statute’s blasphemous feminist
inscription, which in gold gilt had read:
‘‘Woman, first denied a soul, then called mind-
less, now arisen declared herself an entity to
be reckoned.’’

Since 1921, many resolutions to move the
statute have failed, including ones in 1928, in
1932 and 1950, when Congress refused to ap-
prove bills that would have let the suffragists
out of the basement.

In 1963, when the crypt was renovated and
opened to the public, the statute was open for
viewing. Still, treatment of the statute did not
improve. Placed a few feet from a souvenir
stand, the statute does not even carry a sign
identifying the women by name. And the me-
morial’s name has been changed from ‘‘The
Woman Movement’’ to ‘‘The Portrait Monu-
ment.’’

To commemorate the 75th anniversary of
women’s suffrage, a bipartisan group was es-
tablished in 1995 to move the statute to the
Capitol Rotunda. On July 14, 1995, Senator
TED STEVENS introduced Senate Concurrent
Resolution 21, which called on the Architect of
the Capitol to restore the Portrait Monument to
its original state and place it in the Rotunda of
the Capitol. It also sought to make arrange-
ments for the rededication ceremony of such
statute in the Rotunda and procession in co-
operation with the 75th anniversary of Woman
Suffrage Task Force. Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 21 unanimously passed the Senate on
July 17, 1995.

Unfortunately, Republican House Members
objected to passage of the same authorizing
resolution because they objected to using
$75,000 in Federal funds to move the statue.
Since then the Woman Suffrage Statute Cam-
paign, a project of the National Museum of
Women’s History, has raised the $75,000. The
group raised $40,000 on their own. A pledge
of $25,000 came from Abbott Laboratories,
and a $10,000 pledge came from a woman in
Connecticut.

As I wrote in my letters to Speaker Gingrich
asking him to act on moving the Portrait
Monument, ‘‘American women ask as they
asked President Wilson for the right to vote.
How long must we wait?’’

This resolution before us today, House Con-
current Resolution 216, places the 9-ton stat-
ue in the Capitol’s most prestigious hall, and
finally breaks the all-male lock on the statues
in the Rotunda. It is a victory for all American
women who believe that it is important to
honor our American female heroes, in the

same manner that we honor our American
male heroes.

I would like to acknowledge the fine work of
my colleague Connie Morella for bringing this
resolution to the floor today. I salute Karen
Staser of the National Woman’s Suffrage Stat-
ue Campaign and all of the women’s organiza-
tions that have worked tirelessly to bring this
initiative to fruition. It is to their credit that we
are here today acting on this resolution.

Although the resolution at hand will finally
move the statue, it is flawed. It would place
the statue alongside statues of our male
American heroes in the Capitol Rotunda—but
only for 1 year.

At that time, a commission will be estab-
lished of 11 interested parties that will make
recommendations about the final resting place
for the statue. Apparently, there are differing
views as to what should happen to the statue.
Why? Perhaps because half the population
gaining the right to vote was not historically
significant enough to merit the statue’s full-
time display in the Rotunda alongside statues
of our great male leaders.

The Republican leadership initially opposed
the move on the grounds that it would cost the
taxpayers tens of thousands of dollars. They
said that if money could be raised privately,
the statue could be moved to the Rotunda.
They then came forward with a compromise
resolution that creates a Commission to de-
cide what should be done with the Portrait
Monument

We now have secured private funding to
move the statue this year. When then would a
compromise resolution call for possibly moving
it twice? The bottom line is that taxpayer ex-
pense was never the real issue.

If this Congress was 90 percent female and
10 percent male—not 90 percent male and 10
percent female as it is today—I believe that
there would not be a 1-year clause and that
the women’s suffrage statue would become a
permanent fixture in the Rotunda.

Furthermore, statues are about history. And
in historical context, moving the statue in this
particular congress is incredibly ironic since
many of our hard fought victories of the past
were eroded and threatened in the past 2
years.

Moving this statue of these three heroines
of the women’s suffrage movement is a signifi-
cant step in recognizing the rich history of the
America’s women’s rights movement. Fortu-
nately Mr. Speaker, the 104th Congress will
soon be history, too.
f
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Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of S. 1505. the Account-
able Pipeline Safety and Partnership Act of
1995.

Mr. Speaker, over 2 years ago a 36-inch
interstate natural gas pipeline, operated by
Texas Eastern Gas Pipeline Co., exploded in
Edison, NJ. For the residents of the nearby
Durham Woods Apartment Complex, March
23, 1994 was a night of sheer terrors. Men,
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women and children raced from their homes in
the middle of the night to escape an ap-
proaching wall of fire. Miraculously only 1 per-
son died and 29 persons were injured. The
blast leveled eight apartment buildings and
could be seen as far away as New York City.

This terrifying explosion alerted people
throughout New Jersey to the potential hidden
dangers of natural gas pipelines. This concern
is certainly justified. New Jersey is the most
densely populated State in the Nation and bur-
ied underground are 961 miles of interstate
natural gas pipelines. In my congressional dis-
trict alone, 14 out of the 34 communities I rep-
resent have natural gas transmission pipe-
lines.

Although the pipeline industry has a good
overall safety record, and the pipeline that ex-
ploded in Edison was in compliance with all
Federal safety regulations, these facts are of
little comfort to the victims of Durham Woods.

The accident in Edison last year dem-
onstrate that the existing regulatory scheme
governing pipelines is inadequate. It is fright-
eningly clear that not enough attention or re-
sources are being dedicated to confronting the
most significant dangers related to pipelines.
While statistically one may be more likely to
be struck by lightening than die in a pipeline
accident, the potential for large-scale fatalities
from a pipeline explosion are frightening and
real.

After carefully analyzing this legislation and
its new risk-management approach to regulat-
ing the pipeline industry, I am convinced that
it will lead to enhanced safety for those living
or working near pipelines.

The overall goal of this legislation is to
move the pipeline safety program away from a
command-and-control approach and toward
risk assessment and risk management. This
risk-based approach contained in the bill al-
lows greater flexibility in developing individual
safety programs for pipeline owners. But first
and foremost, pipeline operators must prove
that any new approach will result in the same
level or an even greater level of safety pro-
vided under the current system. If the pipeline
owner or operator cannot prove to the Depart-
ment of Transportation that their plan meets
this basic requirement to enhance safety, then
the current system of regulatory controls gov-
erning pipeline safety would remain in full ef-
fect.

The impact of this bill would be to focus ad-
ditional resources on areas, the present the
greatest potential risk. For a highly developed
State like New Jersey with hundreds of miles
of pipeline in densely populated areas, this ap-
proach will have a positive impact. It will lead
to more frequent inspections and greater use
of safety-enhancing technologies.

Instead of spreading out resources to pro-
vide the same level of safety procedures for
every mile of pipeline, whether it is located in
the wilderness of Utah or next to an apartment
complex in New Jersey, risk management will
require pipeline operators and regulatory
agencies to pay greater attention to densely
populated areas.

Unfortunately, placing pipeline companies
under the most stringent safety and inspection
requirements is no guarantee against disaster.
Two-thirds of pipeline accidents are beyond
the control of pipeline companies—they are
caused by third parties. These third parties are
generally excavation crews that accidentally
hit pipelines and never report the damage to

the operator of the pipeline so that corrective
action can be taken. That is the probable
cause of what happened in Edison.

This bill contains a provision I drafted that is
aimed at reducing accidental damage to pipe-
lines by work crews and making sure that if
such an accident does take place, it is prompt-
ly reported to the proper authorities. Under my
provision for the first time it would be a Fed-
eral crime to damage a pipeline and not
promptly report it to the appropriate authori-
ties. Violators would face up to 5 years in jail
and a $25,000 fine. Any fines collected under
this section would be deposited in the Crime
Victims Fund and spent the following year.
This provision was originally part of a biparti-
san pipeline safety bill I reintroduced on March
3, 1995, entitled the ‘‘Durham Woods Natural
Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1995’’ (H.R. 1126).

Public education on one-call systems is also
vital. I am pleased that a provision I advocated
encouraging pipeline operators to launch edu-
cation programs was included in the bill. Al-
though all States have some form of a one-
call system requiring construction crews to call
in when they will be working near a pipeline,
the success of these programs is often hin-
dered by a lack of knowledge about the exist-
ence of the program or how it works. This pro-
vision would increase the knowledge of the
public on one-call systems.

This bill also includes a provision originally
in H.R. 1126 that would remove the pay for
the members of the Technical Safety Stand-
ards Committees. While this cut may be rel-
atively small, I am committed to rooting out all
unnecessary spending, be it for the space sta-
tion or for the pay of the Technical Safety
Standards Committees’ members.

During the subcommittee markup of H.R.
1323, which is the companion House bill to S.
1505, I offered an amendment regarding pop-
ulation encroachment on pipeline right-of-
ways. My amendment would direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to consider and de-
velop new ways to increase the awareness of
local planning and zoning boards regarding is-
sues involved with population encroachment in
proximity to interstate transmission pipeline
right-of-ways.

The Research and Special Programs Ad-
ministration [RSPA] estimates that of the
272,000 miles of natural high pressure pipe-
lines in our Nation, only 7 percent of these
pipelines are in urban areas. Despite the low
percentage of pipelines located in urban
areas, the potential hazard to public safety is
increasing because of residential growth and
development. In the case of the Durham
Woods disaster, the character of the land had
changed dramatically from when the pipeline
that failed was constructed in the 1960’s. Back
then, the asphalt plant and its surrounding
structures near the rupture point were isolated
and surrounded by farmland and forests. By
the time of the explosion, extensive urbaniza-
tion had occurred within 1 mile of the rupture
point.

After the Edison explosion, many of my con-
stituents asked me why a pipeline was built so
closely to a large apartment complex. In re-
ality, the apartment complex was erected long
after the pipeline was built. Zoning boards and
local planning commissions need to be made
aware of the risks and dangers of approving
residential housing near pipelines. My amend-
ment would increase the information available
to local governments so they can make sen-
sible, informed zoning decisions.

As a Member of Congress from the most
densely populated State in the Nation, my
amendment is especially important to New
Jersey. As the urbanization of America contin-
ues, the problems associated with the siting of
pipelines near population centers will grow. I
was pleased that my amendment was adopted
by the Subcommittee by voice vote.

This bill contains many other provisions that
will benefit my home State of New Jersey. For
example, the increased funding in the bill will
be used to sustain the recently established
New Jersey Pipeline Safety Office and for im-
provement to one-call systems.

The bill also includes a provision requiring
the Office of Pipeline Safety [OPS] to gather
information regarding the technical and eco-
nomic feasibly of remote controlled valves for
interstate natural gas pipelines, with special
attention to high density population areas like
New Jersey. OPS is further required to con-
duct a rulemaking on the issue of installation
of these valves. This provision is important to
New Jersey because the pipeline that ex-
ploded near Durham Woods had to be manu-
ally shut off following the explosion, which
took a significant amount of time. If a remote
controlled valve was in place during the time
of the Durham Woods disaster, it could have
lessened the property damage resulting from
the blast.

Also included in the bill is a provision advo-
cated by Mr. PALLONE and myself that makes
it illegal to dump on a pipeline right of way. My
colleagues may recall that near the rupture
point of the Durham Woods explosion, inves-
tigators found exposed deep in the hole cre-
ated by the blast vehicle parts, a drink vending
machine, manhole covers and other various
debris, including a stolen 1990 Ford Ranger
pickup truck and other debris near the site of
the Durham Woods disaster. This provision
ensures that people who dump near pipelines,
where the possibility of damaging the pipeline
is great, will be prosecuted.

Mr. Speaker, I was heartened yesterday lis-
tening to the debate in the Senate on this bill
when the junior Senator from New Jersey stat-
ed that S. 1505 ‘‘is an improvement on the
status quo and should improve pipeline safety
significantly.’’ Senator LAUTENBERG also states
that ‘‘this bill represents a very good step for-
ward.’’ My colleague in the Senate has been
a staunch advocate for improving pipeline
safety, and his support for this legislation reas-
sures me that this bill should become law.

Moreover, my constituents have been wait-
ing 21⁄2 years for Congress to improve pipeline
safety. It is incredible to me that at this late
date, some Members still want to delay enact-
ing a comprehensive pipeline safety bill. I
know my constituents do not care who gets
the political credit for passing a pipeline safety
bill—they want pipelines made safer now. Fur-
thermore, considering that New Jersey’s
unique pipeline safety issues are effectively
addressed in this bill, I especially urge all my
New Jersey colleagues to put aside partisan
differences and put the safety of our citizens
first by supporting this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I would oppose this bill if I
thought for one second this legislation would
decrease pipeline safety. My constituents in
Edison lived under the old regulatory system,
and on a cold night in March 2 years ago, that
system utterly failed them. This bill promises
to do better. I urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘yes’’ on S. 1505.
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